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MEMORANDUM  
*
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for the District of Montana

Jack D. Shanstrom, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted April 22, 2008**  

Before: GRABER, FISHER, and BERZON, Circuit Judges.

Richard Redfield appeals from the 72-month sentence imposed following his

guilty plea for depredation of government property, in violation of 18 U.S.C.

§ 1361.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.
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Redfield contends that, under 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), the district court did not

adequately consider and explain the reasons for its sentence.  This contention is

belied by the record.  See Rita v. United States, 127 S. Ct. 2456, 2468-69 (2007);

see also United States v. Carty, 2008 WL 763770 at *5 (9th Cir. 2008) (stating that

the district court need not tick off each of the section 3553(a) factors to show that it

had considered them).

We also conclude that Redfield’s sentence was not substantively

unreasonable in light of the facts and circumstances of this case.  See Gall v.

United States, 128 S. Ct. 586, 597 (2007) (explaining that sentencing judges are “in

a superior position to find facts and judge their import under § 3553(a)”).

AFFIRMED.


